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DETAILED ACTION 
Specification 

1 . The disclosure is objected to because of the following informalities: Page 17, line 
15 should refer to item 312, not 310 in order to be consistent with the drawing. 
Appropriate correction is required. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 



2. Claims 1-33 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed invention is 
directed to non-statutory subject matter. The computer readable media, as defined in 
the specification on page 7 and 8 includes acoustic (page 8, line 2), infrared (page 8, 
line 3), and carrier waves (page 7, line 24). These are not tangibly embodied in a 
computer-readable medium, and hence non-statutory. This interpretation of 35 U.S.C. § 
101 is consistent with the Interim Guidelines for Examination of Patent Applications for 
Patent Subject Matter Eligibility, published on 26 October 2005, which can be found at 
<http://www.uspto.gov/web/offices/pac/dapp/opla/preoqnotice/guidelines1 01 20051 026. 
pdf> , particularly with respect to ANNEX IV Computer-Related Nonstatutory Subject 
Matter , beginning on page 50. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

3. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
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A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

4. Claims 1-16 and 19-31 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being 
anticipated by Murashige etal. (hereinafter, Murashige, US 2005/0060168). 

5. Regarding claim 1 , Murashige teaches a computer implemented method of 
processing content to determine whether the content includes attributes [features] that 
inhibit desired indexing by a search engine (See page 3, paragraph [0030] "An owner of 
a Web site may use the invention to perform a Web site analysis that inspects the same 
features of the Web site that search engines typically inspect."), comprising: receiving at 
least one key word [search phrases] (See page 3, paragraph [0031] "The owner may 
also insert one or more search phrases into the program"); analyzing information in a 
content page [Web site] to determine whether the key word [search phrase] is used in 
one of a predetermined plurality of ways [compatibility] in the information, such that the 
search engine will index the content page in a desired way [improving its ranking], 
based on the key word (See page 3, paragraph [0034] "The program may review the 
Web site's compatibility with each of the found search phrases." and see page 4, 
paragraph [0041] "After the website is analyzed, the problems that were found may be 
corrected, thereby optimizing the Web site and improving its ranking in the result lists."); 
and generating a report [site analysis report] indicative of whether the key word is used 
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in the predefined plurality of ways (See page 3, paragraph [0030] "If the invention 
detects any problems or potentials problems with the Web site or any of its pages, a site 
analysis report may be generated that flags these problems and provide suggested 
solutions.") 

6. Regarding claim 2, Murashige additionally discloses determining whether the 
key word [search phrase] is used in such a way that the search engine will determine 
that the key word is related to the content page. (See page 3, paragraph [0033] "The 
search phrase suggestion tool will return a list of related search phrases (words and 
phrases) that the Internet users of the search engine have searched for within some 
specified time, for example within the last month.") 

7. Regarding claim 3, Murashige additionally discloses analyzing information in a 
content page comprises: analyzing the information to identify whether the key word is 
used in the information in such a way as to cause the search engine to determine that 
the key word is related to the content page at a threshold level. (See page 3, paragraph 
[0034] where the search phrase [keyword] analysis takes place. The threshold level is 
interpreted to mean whatever is considered to be defined as compatible between the 
key words and the web pages.) 

8. Regarding claim 4, Murashige additionally discloses analyzing the information in 
the content page comprises: analyzing the information to identify one or more of the 
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predetermined ways that the key word can be used in the information to cause the 
search engine to determine that the key word is related to the content page at an 
increased level. (See page 3, paragraph [0034], where examples are given of various 
ways the keywords can be used to determine that the keywords are related - searching 
for the number of occurrences of the key words [search phrases], checking the Web site 
elements such as the title tag, description meta tags and keywords meta tags. Those 
are all ways to determine relation at an increased level.) 

9. Regarding claim 5, Murashige additionally discloses generating a report 
comprises: generating suggested information manipulations [recommended changes] 
for the information on the content page based on one or more predetermined ways the 
key word can be used. (See page 4, paragraph [0039] "The results of the above 
described analysis of the Web site may be graphically displayed for the owner of the 
Web site with descriptions of recommended changes to the Web site as needed.") 

10. Regarding claim 6, Murashige additionally discloses analyzing comprises: 
accessing rules regarding how key words are used in the predetermined plurality of 
ways (See page 3, paragraphs [0034] - searching for the number of occurrences of 
each phrase, check the different website elements... , [0035] textual content of the 
website, [0036] checks that the home page has links to other pages in the Web site and 
to the home page, spiderability..., [0037] checks to see if any HTML pages are "framed" 
by other HTML pages and avoided if possible, [0038] checks for graphics and flash 
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usage. All of these are examples of rules regarding how key words are used.); and 
applying the rules to information on the content page. (See page 4, paragraph [0042] 
"The program may then automatically edit the Web site code, typically HTML code, and 
make the approved corrections to the Web site.") 

1 1 . Regarding claim 7, Murashige additionally receiving at least one key word 
[search phrases] comprises: receiving a plurality of key words. (See page 3, paragraph 
[0031] "The owner may also insert one or more search phrases into the program." One 
or more search phrases is explicitly includes a "plurality".) 

12. Regarding claim 8, Murashige additionally discloses analyzing comprises: 
analyzing the information in the content page to determine whether each of the plurality 
of key words is used in one of a predetermined plurality of ways in the information, such 
that the search engine will determine that each of the plurality of key words is related to 
the content page. (See page 3, paragraph [0032] "In a preferred embodiment, data 
from search phrases actually entered into one or more search engines may be used in 
combination with the owner's search phrases to determine additional related search 
phrases.") 

13. Regarding claim 9, Murashige additionally discloses generating a report 
comprises: generating the report indicative of whether each of the plurality of key words 
is used in the predefined plurality of ways. (See page 4, paragraph [0039] "The results 
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of the above described analysis of the Web site may be graphically displayed for the 
owner 104 of the Web site with descriptions of recommended changes to the Web site 
as needed." The referred to analysis is based on the plurality of key words, as 
mentioned in the claim. The plurality of defined ways are based on the rules which are 
also used in the analysis.) 

14. Regarding claim 10, Murashige additionally discloses analyzing format 
information on the content page to determine whether the content page is formatted 
properly for the search engine. (See page 2, paragraph [0012] "The software program 
may also check on other known factors used by search engine ranking Web sites, such 
as, the textual content, spiderability, use of frames, graphical content or graphical links 
and the use of Flash animation." Use of frames, graphical content, links, flash, etc. are 
all examples of the format, which is analyzed.) 

1 5. Regarding claim 1 1 , Murashige additionally discloses analyzing a content site 
that corresponds to a plurality of content pages [Web site] to determine whether the 
content site [Web site] includes information [features] that will inhibit desired operation 
of the search engine. (See page 3, paragraph [0030] "An owner of a Web site may use 
the invention to perform a Web site analysis that inspects the same features of the Web 
site that search engines typically inspect." ) 
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16. Regarding claim 12, Murashige additionally discloses receiving the key word 
comprises: receiving an initial set of key words [search phrases] from the user. (See 
page 2, paragraph [0012] "...may be used to enable users to submit their current search 
phrase(s) to a tool provided by some search engines...") 

17. Regarding claim 13, Murashige additionally discloses receiving the key word 
comprises: accessing at least one search engine to identify alternative key words 
[additional related search phrases] based on the initial set of key words [search 
phrases]. (Page 3, paragraph [0032] "In a referred embodiment, data from search 
phrases actually entered into one or more search engines may be used in combination 
with the owner's search phrases to determine additional related search phrases.") 

18. Regarding claim 14, Murashige additionally discloses receiving the key word 
comprises: receiving a user selection of a first subset of the initial set of key words 
[returned list]. (See page 3, paragraph [0033] "That way, the owner of the Web site may 
review the returned list and the popularity of each of the suggested search phrases, 
and, based on that, decide which search phrase(s) to use with the program's site 
analysis.) 

19. Regarding claim 15, Murashige additionally discloses receiving the key word 
comprises: ranking the first subset of key words based on a statistical effectiveness 
measure [algorithms] indicative of how effective the key words in the first subset are in 
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uniquely identifying the content page as against other content pages accessible through 
the network. (See page 2, paragraph [0012] "the software program may parse through 
the Web site and its Web pages using algorithms to analyze the Web site's compatibility 
with the search phrases." And see page 5, paragraph [0053] "If edits to improve the 
ranking of the Web site with one search engine hurt the ranking of the Web site with 
another search engine, further analysis may be performed." In other words, where the 
page lies in respect to ranking of the other Web sites.) 

20. Regarding claim 16, Murashige additionally discloses receiving the key word 
comprises: receiving a user selection of a second subset of the key words [search 
phrase(s)] from the ranked first subset. (See page 3, paragraph [0033] "That way, the 
owner of the Web site may review the returned list and the popularity of each of the 
suggested search phrases, and, based on that, decide which search phrase(s) to use 
with the program's site analysis." What the user chooses is the user selection.) 

21 . Regarding claim 19, Murashige discloses a system for determining whether a 
content page includes attributes that will inhibit desired indexing by a search engine, 
comprising: a rule store storing rules used to identify the attributes (See page 3, 
paragraph [0034]- page 4, paragraph [0038]. It is inherent that the rules are stored in 
the program code because the program, as referred to specifically in the referenced 
section, use the various rules that the program checks for.); a keyword [search phrase] 
generator configured to receive an initial keyword [search phrase] as a user input (See 
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page 3, paragraph [0031] "The owner may also insert one or more search phrases into 
the program.") and access search engine information and provide one or more 
additional keywords [search phrases] (See page 3, paragraph [0033] "In a preferred 
embodiment, data from search phrases actually entered into one or more search 
engines may be used in combination with the owners search phrases to determine 
additional related search phrases."); and a crawler [program] configured to identify the 
attributes in the content page based on the one or more additional keywords [search 
phrases] and the rules (See page 3, paragraph [0034] - page 4, paragraph [0038] 
where the attributes such as compatibility with each of the found search phrases, textual 
content, links, frames, graphics and flash are all addressed by the program.) 

22. Regarding claim 20, Murashige additionally discloses the crawler is configured 
to identify the attributes based on the initial keywords [search phrases]. (Page 3, 
paragraph [0032] "In a referred embodiment, data from search phrases actually entered 
into one or more search engines may be used in combination with the owner's search 
phrases to determine additional related search phrases.") 

23. Regarding claim 21 , Murashige additionally discloses a report component 
configured to generate a report indicative of the attributes [items that the recommended 
changes are referring to]. (See page 4, paragraph [0039] "The results of the above 
described analysis of the Web site may be graphically displayed for the owner 104 of 
the Web site with descriptions of recommended changes to the Web site as needed.") 
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24. Regarding claim 22, Murashige additionally discloses the report component is 
configured to output suggested manipulations [changes] to eliminate the attributes 
[items that the recommend changes are referring to]. (See page 4, paragraph [0039] 
"The results of the above described analysis of the Web site may be graphically 
displayed for the owner 104 of the Web site with descriptions of recommended changes 
to the Web site as needed.") 

25. Regarding claim 23, Murashige additionally discloses the report component is 
configured to determine whether selected ones of the one or more additional keywords 
[search phrase] are used in such a way that the search engine will determine that the 
selected keywords are related to the content page. (See page 3, paragraph [0034] 
where the search phrase [keyword] analysis takes place. The threshold level is 
interpreted to mean whatever is considered to be defined as compatible between the 
key words and the web pages.) 

26. Regarding claim 24, Murashige additionally discloses the report component is 
configured to access rules regarding how a keyword is used in such a way that the 
search engine will determine that the content page is related to the keyword, (See page 
3, paragraphs [0034] - searching for the number of occurrences of each phrase, check 
the different website elements..., [0035] textual content of the website, [0036] checks 
that the home page has links to other pages in the Web site and to the home page, 
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spiderability... , [0037] checks to see if any HTML pages are "framed" by other HTML 
pages and avoided if possible, [0038] checks for graphics and flash usage. All of these 
are examples of rules regarding how key words are used.); and to apply the rules to 
information on the content page. (See page 4, paragraph [0042] "The program may then 
automatically edit the Web site code, typically HTML code, and make the approved 
corrections to the Web site.") 

27. Regarding claim 25, Murashige additionally discloses the one or more additional 
keywords comprise a plurality of additional keywords (See page 3, paragraph [0031] 
"The owner may also insert one or more search phrases into the program." One or 
more search phrases is explicitly includes a "plurality".); and wherein the report 
component is configured to analyze information in the content page to determine 
whether each of the plurality of additional keywords is used in one of a predetermined 
plurality of ways in the information, such that the search engine will determine that each 
of the plurality of additional keywords is related to the content page. (See page 3, 
paragraph [0032] "In a preferred embodiment, data from search phrases actually 
entered into one or more search engines may be used in combination with the owner's 
search phrases to determine additional related search phrases.") 

28. Regarding claim 26, Murashige additionally discloses the report component is 
configured to generate the report indicative of whether each of the plurality of additional 
keywords is used in the predefined plurality of ways. (See page 4, paragraph [0039] 
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"The results of the above described analysis of the Web site may be graphically 
displayed for the owner 1 04 of the Web site with descriptions of recommended changes 
to the Web site as needed." The referred to analysis is based on the plurality of key 
words, as mentioned in the claim. The plurality of defined ways are based on the rules 
which are also used in the analysis.) 

29. Regarding claim 27, Murashige additionally discloses the report component is 
configured to analyze format information on the content page to determine whether the 
content page is formatted properly for the search engine. (See page 2, paragraph 
[0012] "The software program may also check on other known factors used by search 
engine ranking Web sites, such as, the textual content, spiderability, use of frames, 
graphical content or graphical links and the use of Flash animation." Use of frames, 
graphical content, links, flash, etc. are all examples of the format, which is analyzed.) 

30. Regarding claim 28, Murashige additionally discloses the keyword generator is 
configured to access at least one search engine, based on the user input initial keyword 
[search phrase] and to identify an initial set of keywords based on the user input initial 
keyword and the search engine information. (Page 3, paragraph [0032] "In a referred 
embodiment, data from search phrases actually entered into one or more search 
engines may be used in combination with the owner's search phrases to determine 
additional related search phrases.") 
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31 . Regarding claim 29, Murashige additionally discloses the keyword generator is 
configured to receive a user selection of a first subset of the initial set of keywords. (See 
page 3, paragraph [0033] "That way, the owner of the Web site may review the returned 
list and the popularity of each of the suggested search phrases, and, based on that, 
decide which search phrase(s) to use with the program's site analysis.) 

32. Regarding claim 30, Murashige additionally discloses the keyword generator is 
configured to rank the first subset of keywords based on a statistical effectiveness 
measure indicative of how effective the keywords in the first subset are in uniquely 
identifying the content page as against other content pages accessible through a 
network. (See page 2, paragraph [0012] "the software program may parse through the 
Web site and its Web pages using algorithms to analyze the Web site's compatibility 
with the search phrases." And see page 5, paragraph [0053] "If edits to improve the 
ranking of the Web site with one search engine hurt the ranking of the Web site with 
another search engine, further analysis may be performed." In other words, where the 
page lies in respect to ranking of the other Web sites.) 

33. Regarding claim 31 , Murashige additionally discloses the keyword generator is 
configured to receive a user selection of a second subset of the key words from the 
ranked first subset. (See page 3, paragraph [0033] "That way, the owner of the Web site 
may review the returned list and the popularity of each of the suggested search 



Application/Control Number: 10/796,701 Page 15 

Art Unit: 2167 

phrases, and, based on that, decide which search phrase(s) to use with the program's 
site analysis." What the user chooses is the user selection.) 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

34. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

35. Claims 17 and 18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Murashige as applied to claim 16 above and further in view of Lunsford et al. 
(hereinafter, Lunsford, US 2004/0083127). 

36. Regarding claim 17, Murashige discloses a computer implemented method 
substantially as claimed. Murashige fails to disclose receiving the key word comprises: 
receiving a user indication of a primary key word in the second subset. However 
Lunsford discloses receiving the key word comprises: receiving a user indication of a 
primary key word [chosen word] in the second subset. (See page 3, paragraph [0025] 
"The chosen word is a word the site owner wants his site to receive a high relevance 
ranking for when the word is used in a keyword search.") It would have been obvious to 
one with ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to combine the teachings of 
Murashige with that of Lunsford because both are related to web site optimization for 
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search engines and by including the primary key word of Lunsford, the most relevant 
keyword is chosen after providing for a the most relevant key word to be used. It is for 
this reason that one of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to include 
receiving the key word comprises: receiving a user indication of a primary key word in 
the second subset. 

37. Regarding claim 18, Murashige discloses a computer implemented method 
substantially as claimed. Murashige fails to disclose analyzing comprises: accessing a 
set of rules for application to the information on the content page; and applying the rules 
to the information for each of the second subset of key words, based on the user 
indication of the primary key word. However Lunsford discloses analyzing comprises: 
accessing a set of rules for application to the information on the content page (See page 
1, paragraph [0006] "Search engines take many factors into consideration when 
determining the relevance of a web page. Known search engines have one or more 
rules involving the location and frequency of keywords on a web page."); and applying 
the rules to the information for each of the second subset of key words, based on the 
user indication of the primary key word. (See page 3, paragraph [0025] "The chosen 
word is a word the site owner wants his site to receive a high relevance ranking for 
when the word is used in a keyword search.") It would have been obvious to one with 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to combine the teachings of 
Murashige with that of Lunsford because both are related to web site optimization for 
search engines and by including the rules relating to the key words, all aspects of 
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optimization can be considered providing for robust optimization. It is for this reason 
that one of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to include analyzing 
comprises: accessing a set of rules for application to the information on the content 
page and applying the rules to the information for each of the second subset of key 
words, based on the user indication of the primary key word. 

38. Claims 32 and 33 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Murashige as applied to claim 31 above and further in view of Lunsford et al. 
(hereinafter, Lunsford, US 2004/0083127). 

39. Regarding claim 32, Murashige discloses a system substantially as claimed. 
Murashige fails to disclose the keyword generator is configured to receive a user 
indication of a primary key word in the second subset. However, Lunsford discloses 
the keyword generator is configured to receive a user indication of a primary key word in 
the second subset. ((See page 3, paragraph [0025] "The chosen word is a word the site 
owner wants his site to receive a high relevance ranking for when the word is used in a 
keyword search.") It would have been obvious to one with ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention to combine the teachings of Murashige with that of Lunsford 
because both are related to web site optimization for search engines and by including 
the primary key word of Lunsford, the most relevant keyword is chosen after providing 
for a the most relevant key word to be used. It is for this reason that one of ordinary 
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skill in the art would have been motivated to include keyword generator is configured to 
receive a user indication of a primary key word in the second subset. 

40. Regarding claim 33, Murashige discloses a system substantially as claimed. 
Murashige fails to disclose the report component is configured to access a set of rules 
for application to the information on the content page, and apply the rules to the 
information for each of the second subset of key words, based on the user indication of 
the primary key word. However, Lunsford discloses the report component is 
configured to access a set of rules for application to the information on the content page 
(See page 1, paragraph [0006] "Search engines take many factors into consideration 
when determining the relevance of a web page. Known search engines have one or 
more rules involving the location and frequency of keywords on a web page."); and 
apply the rules to the information for each of the second subset of key words, based on 
the user indication of the primary key word [chosen word]. (See page 3, paragraph 
[0025] "The chosen word is a word the site owner wants his site to receive a high 
relevance ranking for when the word is used in a keyword search.") It would have been 
obvious to one with ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to combine the 
teachings of Murashige with that of Lunsford because both are related to web site 
optimization for search engines and by including the rules relating to the key words, all 
aspects of optimization can be considered providing for robust optimization. It is for this 
reason that one of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to include 
analyzing comprises: accessing a set of rules for application to the information on the 
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content page and applying the rules to the information for each of the second subset of 
key words, based on the user indication of the primary key word. 

Conclusion 

41 . The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

Sullivan et al. (US 2005/0076097) teaches ranking websites for an indexer and 
producing keywords based on referrer links. 
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